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ABSTRACT
The purpose of this study was to determ ine behavioral changes in Expanded Food and 
Nutrition Education Program (EFNEP) participants in East Baton Rouge Parish. The categories 
studied included: (1) knowledge of nutrition, (2)food purchase, (3) food storage and sanitation, (4) 
food and meal planning, and (5) food preparation.
A stratified sam ple of five nutrition aides was selected. The aides ranged from limited to 
exceptional ability to teach. Eighty EFNEP homemakers who had participated in the program for 
a minimum of six months were included. Sixteen homemakers were selected randomly from each 
aide’s list of homemakers,
A food behavior checklist was the instrum ent used for the study. The Extension Service, 
USDA; seven State Cooperative Extension Services; and Synectics Corporation developed and 
validated the checklist. The pretest was the food behavior checklist the nutrition aide completed 
when each homemaker first enrolled in the program. The posttest was the checklist the researcher 
completed on the homemaker at the time of the study.
The homemaker responded to the checklist in term s of NA (not applicable), DK (don’t know), 
yes. and no. The N A column was not included in the analysis of data. Values given on the response 
columns included: DK (3), Yes (2), and No (1).
Both the pretests and posttests were scored by the researcher, and the data collected were 
classified into frequency distributions. Data were analyzed by the test for correlated  groups, 
utilizing the single group method. The statem ent of the hypothesis was: there were no significant 
differences in food-nutrition behavioral changes of EFN EP hom em akers in E ast Baton Rouge 
Parish. The null hypothesis was accepted or rejected a t the .05 level. The results were as follows:
1. There have been no significant changes in recommended knowledge of nutrition behaviors.
2. There have been no significant changes in recommended food purchase behaviors.
vi
3. There have been sign ifican t changes in recom m ended food s to rage and san itation  
behaviors.
4. T here have been no sign ifican t changes in recom m ended food and m eal planning 
behaviors.
5. There have been significant changes in recommended food preparation behaviors.




In 1914, Congress adopted the Smith-Lever Act that created the Cooperative Agricultural 
Extension Service. The Smith-Lever Act provided for mutual cooperation of USDA and land-grant 
colleges in conducting agricultural extension work. The purpose of the Cooperative Extension 
Service is to diffuse among people of the United States the latest information based on research 
related to home economics and agriculture. Cooperative Agricultural Extension Service provides 
the educational link between the state land-grant university and the people of the state who are not 
enrolled in college. Program s conducted by Cooperative Extension Service are based on problems 
and needs of the people.
The problem of hunger and malnutrition in the United States gained national attention in the 
1960’s. Food consum ption surveys revealed tha t m any A m ericans had poor diets. D ietary 
deficiencies from poor diets were identified that were contributing factors to poor health and 
performance. Although many Americans of all income levels had poor diets, people in poverty 
were the most malnourished.
The Cooperative Extension Service responded to the need to improve the quality of diets of 
disadvantaged families by planning and conducting a new program designed specifically for that 
audience. Congress appropriated funds on an annual basis for the Expanded Food and Nutrition 
Education Program  (EFNEP). Congress charged EFN EP to help families living in poverty or near 
poverty, especially those with young children, to acquire knowledge, skills, and changes in behavior 
to achieve adequate diets providing normal nutrition.
There are  th ree levels of operation of EFN EP. The existing educational, technical, and 
adm inistrative capabilities a t each level of national, State, and parish Extension program provides 
an organization through which EFN EP functions. EFN EP was therefore organized and initiated in
1
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November 1968 within the Extension framework, and the program  began in early 1969.
Three governmental levels of EFN EP share responsibility for the operation of the program: 
national, state, and local. EFN EP leadership a t the national level has overall responsibilities for 
monitoring and evaluating the nationwide program. It also provides administrative and technical 
support to coordinate in te rs ta te  program  ac tiv ities  and to im plem ent federally  m andated 
procedures.
State Cooperative Extension Services (CES) provide second-line administrative control for 
EFNEP. The CES program coordinators provide leadership for coordination and management of 
E FN E P within the States. CES food and nutrition specialists prepare train ing and resource 
m a te r ia ls  in nu trition  subject m a tte r  which serve the needs of program  professionals, 
paraprofessionals, volunteers and participants on the parish level.
Parish CES EFN EP personnel represent the core of EFNEP, since it is a t the local level that 
contact with low-income clientele occur. Professional home economists have direct responsibility 
for the operation of parish EFN EP units. They train and supervise the paraprofessional nutrition 
aides who a re  generally  indigenous to the geographic work a rea  and who teach low-income 
homemakers and youth.
C ooperative Extension Service em ploy nu trition  aides to work d irec tly  with the 
disadvantaged families. Nutrition aides contact families on a one-to-one basis to enroll them in the 
program and teach the homemakers food and nutrition information. The lessons are participatory. 
The paraprofessionals work with homemakers in their own homes, and demonstrate new principles 
and techniques and guide the homemakers in sound nutritional practices. The nutrition aides are 
taught and supervised by extension home economists to teach disadvantaged homemakers in their 
homes on a one-to-one basis or in very small groups.
The Expanded Food and N utrition Education P rogram  is a nutrition education program  
designed to teach disadvantaged families how to improve their diets. Funds are appropriated 
annually by Congress, and EFN EP is conducted in each state by that state's Cooperative Extension
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Service. The Louisiana Cooperative Extension Service, domiciled at Louisiana State University, 
conducts EFN EP in Louisiana.
A total of 18 parishes is served by EFNEP. They are: Acadia, Avoyelles, Bossier, Caddo, 
Concordia, DeSoto, E ast Baton Rouge, Evangeline, F ranklin , Lafayette, Orleans, Ouachita, 
Rapides, Richland, St. Landry, St. Martin, Tangipahoa, and Washington.
In an effort to reach low-income families, approximately 185 paraprofessionals are employed 
and trained by extension home economists to work with homemakers. Nutrition aides live in the 
neighborhoods served; this fac to r serves to prom ote b e tte r  rap p o rt with clien ts. The 
recom m endation that nutrition aides live in their respective neighborhood increases program  
efficiency in that the paraprofessionals can work with more families closer to their own homes.
Each nutrition aide works with approximately 35 homemakers and about 40 children. The 
aide works in the hom em aker’s own home e ither on a one-to-one basis or in a very sm all group 
meeting of about two to six homemakers. The aide works with each homemaker a t least once a 
month. The nutrition aide also conducts a youth meeting on a monthly basis. The youth meeting is 
generally held in someone’s home, in a church, or in a neighborhood community center.
The group m eetings a re  designed to use the show-and-tell method of teaching. The aide 
dem onstrates methods of preparing nutritious, low-cost food for a meal and comments as to the 
nu tritio n a l value. In addition to being taugh t the lesson, the hom em aker receives prin ted  
information that summarizes the main ideas of the lesson and includes the recipe for the food dish to 
encourage use in preparation of family meals.
The Study
Nutrition aides work with disadvantaged homemakers in a nutrition education program  for 
several years. The objective is to improve the quality of the diets of homemakers by encouraging 
and recommending food and nutrition behavioral changes. Food and nutrition behavioral changes 
that occur in homemakers as a result of their participation in EFN EP have not been evaluated.
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Therefore, it is felt that this is an area in which a need exists to conduct valid research.
Purpose of the Study
The purpose of this study is to determine behavioral changes in EFN EP participants in East 
Baton Rouge Parish in the following categories: (1) knowledge of nutrition, (2) food purchase, (3) 
food storage and sanitation, (4) food and m eal planning, and (5) food preparation.
The statem ent of the hypothesis is: there are no significant differences in food-nutrition 
behavioral changes of homemakers in East Baton Rouge Parish who had participated in EFNEP. 
The null hypothesis is accepted or rejected  a t the .05 level. The study answ ers the following 
questions:
1. Are there significant changes in homemakers in recommended knowledge of nutrition 
behaviors as a result of participation in EFNEP?
2. Are there significant changes in homemakers in recommended food purchase behaviors as 
a result of participation in EFNEP?
3. Are there significant changes in homemakers in recommended food storage and sanitation 
behaviors as a result of participation in EFNEP?
4. Are there significant changes in homemakers in recommended food and m eal planning 
behaviors as a result of participation in EFNEP?
5. Are there significant changes in homemakers in recommended food preparation behaviors 
as a result of participation in EFNEP?
6. Are there significant food-nutritional behavioral changes in homemakers as a whole as a 
result of participation in EFNEP?
Significance of the Study
This study provides docum entation of food behavior changes p racticed  by E F N E P  
homemakers in East Baton Rouge Parish. Advantageous behaviors that have not been practiced 
also are identified. Teaching m aterials can then be modified or expanded to concentrate more on
5
behaviors not being practiced.
The federal extension office had requested that states provide documentation on behavioral 
changes in homemakers brought about by their participation in EFNEP. These data are needed to 
provide Congress with information regarding the success of EFNEP. This study will help to satisfy 
this need.
Definition of Terms
The following term s are defined as used in this study:
Enrolled Program  Fam ily or Homemaker: A family for whom certain records are obtained 
while in EFNEP.
Graduated Program  Family: A family who successfully completes EFN EP by achieving 
criterion performance. Criterion performance is mutually established by the aide and homemaker 
during the orientation period.
Terminated: Fam ilies who withdrew from the program.
New Fam ilies: H om em akers who enroll in E F N E P  for the f irs t tim e. Persons who 
withdrew from the program and re-entered are not counted as new families.
Youth Enrolled in 4-H EFNEP: Youth of 4-H age (as defined by respective states) from low- 
income families, prim arily in urban areas, who are participating in the specially funded EFNEP 
program s including organized 4-H clubs, special interest groups, individual studies, instructional 
television, camps, and school enrichment programs.
P rogram  Fam ily  Youth: M embers of presently  enrolled fam ilies, as well as form erly  
enrolled families who are nine and over.
N utrition Aide: An individual who, as an employee of Cooperative Extension Service, 
receives direction from  professionals while being employed to extend the efforts of Extension 
professionals through direct contact with clientele enrolled in EFNEP.
Volunteer: A person (adult or youth) who assists with adult and/or 4-H EFNEP, but is unpaid.
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Unit: A parish or parish equivalent in which EFN EP operates during a reporting period.
Individual Instruction: A teaching session in which the homemaker is taught a planned food 
and nutrition lesson on an individual basis.
Group Instruction: A teaching session in which two or m ore hom em akers a re  taught a 
planned food and nutrition lesson.
Both Individual and Group Instruction: A teaching session in which the homemaker receives 
both individual and group instruction.
Poverty Income Guidelines: The Community Service Administration defines the income 
guidelines. The guidelines vary by size of family unit and according to whether it is a nonfarm or 
farm  family. The guidelines for nonfarm families are lower than for farm  families to allow for the 
value of food consumed by fa rm  fam ilies which they grow them selves. The Poverty Income 
Guidelines used are as follows:
1982 Poverty Income Guidelines For All 
States Except Alaska and Hawaii
Size of family unit Nonfarm family Farm  family






For fam ily units with more than six members, $1,540 is added for each additional m em ber in a 
nonfarm family and $1,300 for each additional m ember in a farm  family.
Organization of the Remainder of the Study
In Chapter II is presented a review of related literature. The chapter is divided into two main 
sections: (1) understanding the adult clientele and (2) research concerning various program  
dim ensions of E F N E P . L ite ra tu re  cited  includes inform ation  concerning how adults learn, 
characteristics of disadvantaged people, and the diffusion process. Research is cited concerning
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nu trition  aides, nu trition  aide tra in ing , p rogram  hom em akers, the effec t of food stam p 
participation on quality of diets, graduated program families, food consumption levels and length of 
tim e in the program , influence of home gardens on diets, volunteer leaders, types of program  
delivery, teaching methods, and the dietary recall.
In Chapter III is presented the procedures of the study. The selection of the nutrition aides 
and hom em akers is described. Inform ation concerning the use of a validated  food behavior 
checklist for the survey instrument to collect pretest and posttest information is presented. Use of 
statistical procedures is described, and delimitations of the study are given.
In Chapter IV the analysis of data is presented. The questions that a re  raised in the study are 
answ ered. The sum m ary, conclusions, im plications, and recom m endations a re  presented in 
Chapter V.
CHAPTER II 
REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE
The purpose of this chapter is to present a review of related literature. The first section deals 
with understanding the adult clientele — how adults learn, characteristics of disadvantaged people, 
and the diffusion process. The lite ra tu re  cited  provides a basis for an  understanding of the 
developm ent and operation  of E F N E P . The other section of the review  of re la ted  lite ra tu re  
focuses d irec tly  on E F N E P . I t  includes research  concerning nutrition  aides, nutrition  aide 
training, program  homemakers, the effect of food stam p participation on quality of diets, graduated 
program  families, food consumption levels and length of tim e in the program , influence of home 
gardens on diets, volunteer leaders, type of program  delivery, teaching methods, and the dietary 
recall.
Working with the Adult Clientele
Principles of Learning
Adults differ in their desire to learn. Houle (1961) found that adult learners participated in a 
learning activ ity  for d ifferen t reasons. The learners fell into three categories: (1) the goal - 
oriented, (2) the activity-oriented, and (3) the learning-oriented. The goal-oriented learner used 
education as a means of accomplishing his objectives. The activity-oriented learners participated 
in the educational process because a meaning was found which had no connection with the content or 
the purpose of the activity. The learning-oriented person wanted to acquire knowledge for its own 
sake.
Dickenson (1973) stated that certain  principles of learning affect the ra te  of learning and how 
well a person learns. To increase the speed of learn ing  and learn ing  reten tion , he found the 
m aterial needed to be meaningful to the learner, the learner needed the opportunity to practice, and
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the more the learner practiced, the better the m aterial was learned. Reinforcement also affected 
how a person learned. A person was m ore likely to rep ea t the desired behavior if he received 
reinforcem ent. Knowledge of the results was another fac to r that affected how people learned. 
Feedback was an im portant facilitator of learning.
Verner and Davison (1971) discussed the im portance of presenting a stimulus through more 
than one sense organ simultaneously for more effective learning. The signals supported each other 
and attention was improved. By presenting a new word visually and orally a t the sam e time, the 
learner's perception of the word was enhanced.
Lowe (1975) stated that adult learners must be actively involved in the selection and design of 
their learning experiences. He also stressed the im portance of personal contacts in getting adults 
to attend educational programs.
The Disadvantaged
Social-Psychological Characteristics. Anderson and Niemi (1970) stated that poverty was 
se lf-p erp e tu a tin g . People who lived in poverty  learned  to accom m odate them selves to a 
disadvantaged status. Galbraith (1979) stated that poverty was a part of a cultural trap  he called 
accom m odation. The poor accom m odated to their poverty. The people who lived in poverty 
lacked aspiration or motivation to escape. Those who tried experienced a struggle to escape that 
was continuously frustrated.
D isadvantaged fam ilies were au thoritarian  and resorted  to physical ra th e r than verbal 
dominance. They were m ore prone to action ra ther than reflection. They were more inclined to 
physical or concrete thinking and learning than to ab s trac t thinking. D isadvantaged fam ilies 
resigned themselves to fate and were pessimistic about a future occupation. They were frequently 
suspicious and hostile toward police and were distrustful of governmental authority. They were 
m ore likely to show hostility , tension, and aggression than fam ilies who had higher incomes. 
Disadvantaged families had a short tim e perspective. They lived to fulfill their im mediate needs.
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Disadvantaged families were insecure, used physical aggression, and were lethargic and resigned 
themselves to their disadvantaged state. Their values were not conducive to self-help (Anderson 
and Niemi, 1970).
Koch (1973) cited several cultural characteristics of disadvantaged families. Disadvantaged 
families felt suspicious of outsiders, felt helpless, and refused to take risks. Koch stated that the 
disadvantaged could best be reached through very simple educational methods, personal contacts, 
sm all neighborhood groups, and through their own social structure and leadership.
Self-C oncept. B ischof (1969) found th a t m eaningfu lness of life, se lf-rea liza tion , and 
fu lfillm en t w ere needs g enerally  s triv ed  for in the ad u lt years . U pper m iddle-class adults 
appeared to have better images of themselves than lower socioeconomic classes. An adult’s self- 
im age was enorm ously affected  by his socioeconomic status. The very lowest class of people 
showed unintegrated, undifferentiated, and unresourceful personalities.
F rom  th e ir  e a r lie s t experiences of fa ilu re  in a m iddle-class o rien ted  school system , 
d isadvantaged fam ilies developed a concept of low self-esteem  and a lack of self-confidence. 
Closely re la ted  to the loss of self-confidence was the developm ent of dependency a ttitu d es  
(Anderson and Niemi, 1970).
Relationships. Anderson and Niemi (1970) stated  that disadvantaged fam ilies preferred 
face-to-face contacts and personal communications from  fam ily and friends. They distrusted 
people they did not know. They were unresponsive to impersonal, form al contacts or abstract 
communications.
Education. The educational level of people in poverty was consistently below tha t of the 
general population. A low educational achievement resulted in high unemployment rates. Under­
em ploym ent was a m ajo r fac to r in poverty. The educationally  d isadvantaged people w ere 
involved in m ore crim es and had poor nutritional habits (Anderson and Niemi, 1970).
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Dickenson (1973) stated  that persons with a low educational level should be given special 
attention. The instruction should be made meaningful to learners in term s of their occupational and 
cultural backgrounds.
D isadvantaged fam ilies did not view education in term s of self-realization (Anderson and 
Niemi, 1970). The underprivileged felt that education had nothing to offer them, although they had 
expectations for their children (Lowe, 1975).
Havighurst and Orr (1956) stated that education was necessary for competence in one’s work. 
Also, education was a means of maintaining engagement with society. A person who did not keep 
up with society or keep in with society through continued education was in danger of being alienated 
from society.
Adults differ from children in experience, life-style, and physical requirem ents for learning 
(Ulmer, 1969). An adult’s personality, habits, attitudes, and interests are much more established 
than a child’s. Adults a re  m ore rigid and less receptive to change. An adult has the freedom to 
discontinue his education a t any time. Outside circum stances and distractions weigh fa r more 
heavily on the adult, whereas the school is the child’s only serious occupation. The educationally 
disadvantaged person, with unpleasant attitudes and memories about his prior education, tend to 
carry  those unpleasant m em ories with him.
Lowe (1975) found th a t disadvantaged fam ilies did not come to educational institutions; 
consequently, facilities needed to be provided w here they lived and worked. He also fe lt that 
educational program s should be developed to offer attractive incentives.
P a rtic ip a tio n . Kuhlen (1963) s ta ted  th a t adu lts p a rtic ip a ted  in educational p rogram s 
because of th e ir own choosing. Adult learn ers  w ere likely to rem ain  only if the educational 
program  m et their needs, interests, and capacities.
D isadvan taged  fam ilies  exhib ited  only a lim ited  degree of p a rtic ip a tio n  in fo rm al 
associations. However, the church was identified as an agency with which the disadvantaged were
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likely to belong. Their in terests and activities were frequently church oriented (Anderson and 
Niemi, 1970).
Lowe (1975) cited th ree factors th a t accounted for nonparticipation in adult educational 
program s: (1) personal, (2) dom estic, and (3) ex ternal. D isadvantaged fam ilies feared  the 
unfam iliar and feared  ridicule. They experienced em otional insecurity  and feelings of social 
inadequacy. They had a dislike of school, had negative attitudes to learning, and lacked money. 
Some dom estic fac to rs included difficulty in getting  aw ay from  home, opposition of a fam ily 
m ember, and difficult conditions for study. The main external factor was transportation.
Other problem s. O ther problem s associated with poverty included a higher incidence of 
disease, increased infant m ortality rates, and more dental disorders. People living in poverty also 
had poorer m ental health (Anderson and Niemi, 1970).
Diffusion. Diffusion is the process by which innovations spread to m em bers of a social 
system  over tim e. C harac teristics  of innovations th a t con tribu te to their d iffe ren t ra te s  of 
-adoption included compatibility, complexity, ability to try  out the innovation, and observability. 
Rogers (1962) classifies m em bers of a social system on the basis of how much earlier they adopted 
new ideas than the other m em bers of the system. The adopter categories included the innovators, 
the early  adoptors, the early  m ajority, the late majority, and the laggards.
The innovators were venturesome, eager to try  new ideas, more cosmopolite, and took risks. 
About 2.5 percent of the m em bers in the social system  w ere innovators. E arly  adopters were 
respectable and had the greatest degree of opinion leadership. About 13.5 percent of the members 
in the social system  were early  adopters. The early majority, about 34 percent of the social system, 
were m ore deliberate in action. The late majority, about 34 percent of the population, were more 
skeptical. About 16 percent of the members in the social system were laggards. Those members 
were m ore traditional. They were the last to adopt a new practice. They lived in the past. They 
were suspicious and alienated. E arly  adopters had more years of education, were more literate,
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had a higher social status, had a g reater degree of upward social mobility, and had larger size units 
such as farm s. People who were impoverished were most likely to be laggards (Rogers, 1962).
Nutrition Aides
Nutrition aides have proven to be effective in helping disadvantaged families improve their 
diets (Datagraphics, 1971; Plovanich, 1970; Williams, 1970; Wang and Ephross, 1971; Bowering et 
al., 1976; N ordstrom  and Kohrs, 1978, and Synectics, 1979). Some of the predom inant changes 
fam ilies m ade included planning and preparing balanced m eals and increasing milk, fruit, and 
vegetable consumption (Plovanich, 1970). Holick and Schryer (1978) found that about 5 percent of 
program  fam ilies escaped poverty.
Nutrition aides have been able to establish relationships with homemakers who were hard to 
reach and helped them improve their diets (Wang and Ephross, 1971). Also, the food and nutrition 
knowledge of the nutrition aides has significantly increased through their participation in EFN EP 
(Stewart, 1977). As a result of EFN EP, nutrition aides have learned to improve their food buying 
habits and to better understand and relate to people (Nease, 1975).
Knowledge of food and nutrition was a m ajor factor that contributed to the success of the work 
of a ides (S tew art, 1977 and Owens, 1974). Aides fe lt th a t continuous personal co n tac t with 
homemakers and an enthusiastic attitude were crucial to success (Santopolo and Kell, 1976).
In studying the differences between presently employed and form er aides, Iscan and Nelson 
(1977) found that aides most likely to stay in E FN E P were older women, m arried, from  nuclear 
families, and homeowners supported by their fam ilies where their employment was concerned. 
Form er aides had dropped out of the program  prim arily for other employment or family reasons.
Nutrition Aide Training
Teaching methods and course content were aspects of aide training that have been studied. 
Yerka (1974) felt that a standardized approach for training aides was needed. Santopolo and Kell 
(1976) found that training should be conducted on a one-to-one or very sm all group basis. For the
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program  to be successful, it was found that any training program  for nonprofessionals should focus 
attention on involving the trainees.
Anderson (1976) reported that aides perceived their ability levels as being higher than their 
supervising home economists rated them. Anderson also reported that aides should be involved in 
the identification of in-service training needs. Santopolo and Kell (1976) indicated that the aide 
training program  should include identification of the roles and responsibilities of all levels of staff 
m em bers. Rountree (1973) found that aides needed more training in the areas of teaching and 
motivating hom em akers to apply information in areas other than recipes and food preparation. In 
addition, m ore training concerning the use of vitamin and mineral supplements was needed. Aides 
needed train ing  to increase their aw areness of problem s of low-income fam ilies tha t were not 
directly related to nutrition but made the implementation of nutrition recommendations difficult. 
The problems included the following: finances, self-image, diet rigidity, psychological handicaps, 
m arita l conflicts, and insufficient health attention (Fitchen, Love, and Washbon, 1977). Murphy et 
al. (1980) suggested tha t aides receive m ore training on the nutrition re la ted  practices: (1) food 
storage and safety, (2) kitchen sanitation, and (3) food money management.
Program  Homemakers 
The federal guidelines stipulate that a program  hom em aker in EFN E P is to be low-income 
and have the prim ary responsibility for planning and preparing the fam ily’s food (Kirby, 1976). 
C arruth , M angel, and Anderson (1977) reported  th a t if program s w ere to effect change, m ore 
research needed to be conducted on the individual, particularly  the homemaker. Homemakers 
were considered to be the “gatekeepers” of food practices. Therefore, it was through the family 
that individuals were persuaded to change food practices.
In addition to economic problems of recession and high-level inflation during the 1970’s, there 
were also changes in family structure which affected income levels. From  March, 1970, to March, 
1979, th ere  w as a substan tia l increase  in the proportion of fam ilies m ain tained  by a fem ale
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housekeeper with no husband present. The percent increased from  11 in 1970 to 15 in 1979. In 
addition, there was also an increase from 28 to 30 percent in the proportion of families maintained 
by persons under 35 years of age. These changes exerted a downward influence on overall median 
income since fam ilies m aintained by women and younger persons tended to have lower incomes 
(USDA, 1981). Therefore, low-income homemakers became the target audience for EFNEP.
Program  homemakers have to agree to participate and enroll in EFNEP. A nutrition aide 
com pletes an ES-255 background d ata  form  for each p artic ipa ting  hom em aker to enroll the 
hom em aker in the program  for a period of not more than two years. After the two-year maximum, 
hom em akers "g raduate” from the program  and are  encouraged to partic ipate in other on-going 
Cooperative Extension Service educational program s (Kirby, 1976).
Dunkelberger, Martin, and P ra tt  (1973) attem pted to identify characteristics of homemakers 
enrolled in E FN E P in contrast with those who rejected the program  when contacted by Extension 
Service personnel. The names of the hom em akers in the study were provided by local agencies 
such as the h ea lth  and w e lfa re  d ep artm en ts . The findings ind icated  th a t en ro llm ent of 
hom em akers was most likely to occur when the homemakers had certain characteristics. These 
included: (1) being under 30 or over 45 years of age, (2) having a family income of less than $3,000, 
(3) having an unemployed husband, and (4) participating in another public assistance program  
designed for the poor.
H om em akers varied  in the ab ility  to im prove th e ir diets (K rueger, 1979). N utritional 
changes were associated with certain  hom em aker socio-economic characteristics of age, ethnic 
background, educational level, and income level. Horton, Carter, and Dotson (1973) attem pted to 
determ ine the influence of age on change in knowledge in the milk, meat, bread-cereal, and fruit- 
vegetable food groups. It was reported that homemakers between 35 and 64 years of age increased 
in know ledge in the m ilk  group. H om em akers under 35 had a sligh tly  g re a te r  in crease  in 
knowledge of food in the m eat group. Seiders, Carter, and Dotson (1972) found that homemakers 
under 25 had significantly less adequate servings of milk as com pared with older homemakers.
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There were significant improvements in the percent of homemakers with adequate servings of milk 
from the initial to the latest food recall for those homemakers under 25 and from homemakers 35 to 
64 y ea rs  of age. L inder (1976) repo rted  th a t hom em akers over 60 years of age did not m ake 
significant changes in food knowledge or eating practices. Carruth, Mangel, and Anderson (1977) 
attem pted to identify individuals who were more likely to adopt new ideas by requesting literature 
through the mail. It was found that increased age was positively associated with increased rigidity. 
Age was negatively associated with mail behavior. It was suggested that age be considered as a 
m ediating factor in planning a program  of change. If the m ajority  of the audience were older, 
initiating change in ideas and in practices may have limited potential outcome.
USDA (1981) reported that blacks had the lowest median income, had more in poverty, had less 
education, and had poorer diets than whites. Whites in m etro counties had a median income of 
$20,000, whereas blacks median income was $12,000. The highest percent of persons in poverty 
were blacks in the South. About one-half of the black population in nonmetro counties in the South 
were in poverty, and about one-fourth of the blacks in m etro counties in the South were in poverty. 
About one-fourth of the blacks in nonm etro  counties did not have a high school education as 
compared with 20 percent in m etro counties. Blacks, the regional location (the South), and income 
were characteristics associated with poor diets. Forty-three percent of the blacks had good diets as 
com pared with 50 percent of the white population. Forty-six percent of people domiciled in the 
South had good diets, whereas 52 percent of the nation as a whole were in this category. Forty-two 
percent of the individuals with an income of $5,000 and under had good diets, whereas 56 percent of 
those with an income of $20,000 or above had good diets.
Seiders, Carter, and Dotson (1972) found that ethnic background influenced the adequacy of 
diets. Both whites and blacks had adequate servings of meat. With this exception, whites had more 
adequate diets than blacks. Horton, C arter, and Dotson (1973) found that whites had a g reater 
increase in knowledge of the m eat, fruit-vegetable, and bread-cereal food group than blacks; 
however, blacks increased most in knowledge in the milk food group.
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Linder (1976) studied food consumption practices as measured by a food consumption index. 
Of the ten control variables that were com pared with progress achieved in food consumption scores, 
race was the only characteristic that indicated any association with the level of dietary adequacy. 
Black homemakers made highly significant changes; whereas increases in the food consumption 
index scores of white homemakers were not significant.
Wang and Ephross (1971) found that black homemakers were more positive about the aides 
contribution but were somewhat less likely than whites to try  a new food. The emotional im pact of 
the aide's intervention and concern m ay have been more meaningful to the black homemakers. The 
novelty of having someone care may have been g reater for these homemakers.
Horton, Carter, and Dotson (1973) reported that homemakers with less than an eighth grade 
education m ade g reater increases in knowledge of the milk, bread-cereal, and fruit-vegetable food 
groups than hom em akers with more education. Linder (1976) found that educational level did not 
affect the quality of diets. None of the homemakers with the highest levels of education received 
the most adequate number of servings of the four food groups. Langston (1977) found that neither 
the low nor the middle-income families had adequate amounts of foods from the fruit-vegetable and 
milk groups; however, as income of middle-income families increased, so did the serving of fresh 
milk. Level of education had the g rea test im pact on good shopping practices. As the level of 
education of E F N E P  hom em akers increased, aw areness of good shopping practices increased. 
Nolan and Gross (1972) s ta ted  tha t the only ch a rac te ris tic  significantly re la ted  to nutritional 
adequacy was the hom em aker’s level of education. This relationship was m ore im portant than 
income, race, age, participation in governm ent food stam p and commodity food program  or in 
public feeding program s. The higher the educational level, the m ore adequate w ere the diets. 
Horton, C arter, and Dotson (1973) found an inverse relationship between educational level and 
quality of diets. Homemakers with less than eight years of schooling significantly increased the 
number of servings of three of the four good groups. The m eat group was the exception. Efionayi 
(1970) studied new sletters as a method in working with E F N E P  hom em akers. The higher the
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educational level of the low-income families, the greater the desire in reading newsletters. The 
level of formal education was a factor in the amount of learning acquired of nutrition principles 
through the new sletters. Homemakers with a higher educational level learned m ore about the 
nutrition principles.
Brew (1971) and Langston (1977) reported that income level did not affect the quality of diets. 
However, Walton (1971) found that the lowest income families made the greatest increase in the use 
of the four food groups.
Effect of Food Stamp Participation on Quality of Diets 
While two studies (Swatzer, 1972 and Graham, 1978) reported that participation in the food 
stam p program  did not improve the nutritional value of diets, F easter and Perkins (1973) found that 
participation in the food stam p program  did improve the nutritional value of diets. Davis (1977) 
reported tha t sim ultaneous participation in the food stam p program  and in E F N E P  had greater 
im pact on nutrient intake than either program  scheduled separately.
■ Graduated Program  Fam ilies 
Rountree (1973) found that graduated program  families did not sustain dietary improvements 
th a t had been m ade. W illiam s (1970) found th a t  hom em akers who com pleted  the p rog ram  
regressed to a dietary level alm ost equal to the one before participating in the program. On the 
other hand, Brown and Pestle (1981) and Kateregga (1981) found that dietary improvements were 
sustained one year afte r the homemakers left the program.
In studying nonnutritional effects of EFN E P as perceived by graduates, Hobbs (1981) found 
th a t the E F N E P  graduate perceived a variety  of good things that had happened since initiating 
program  participation, and a m ajority expressed positive feelings about the program. The findings 
revealed that m arried graduates, graduates with higher incomes, and nonwhite graduates tended to 
perceive m ore changes in m anagem ent p rac tices  than did the o ther graduates. U nm arried
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graduates, families with seven or eight persons per household, and nonwhite graduates perceived 
m ore changes in health practices than did the o ther graduates. G raduates in the younger and 
middle age range, graduates with higher incomes, and nonwhite graduates perceived more changes 
in social partic ipation  than did the o ther graduates. The m ajority  of graduates studied were 
nonwhite, between the ages of 35 and 54, and were equally likely to be m arried  or unmarried.
Food Consumption Levels and Length of Time in Program  
Most studies have indicated that homemakers who participated in the program  for a year or 
less m ade the greatest diet improvements. Homemakers had better diets afte r participating in the 
program  from  two to four m onths (Verm a and Jones, 1973), or up to six m onths (F eas te r and 
Perkins, 1976, Krueger, 1979 and Murphy et al., 1980). Snyder, Fanslow, and Njus (1981) found 
gains in the number of servings of food in each of the basic four food groups during one year in the 
p rog ram . D iets w ere leas t adequate  in the m ilk and fru it and vegetab le  food groups. 
Im provements in diets diminished afte r the first year (Linder, 1976 and Krueger, 1979); on the other 
hand, Nordstrom  and Kohrs (1978) found that the E FN E P hom em akers enrolled longer than one 
year tended to consume more satisfactory diets than newly enrolled homemakers.
Influence of Home Gardens on Diets 
Home gardens influenced quality  of diets. W hether or not a fam ily  had a home garden 
influenced the d ie ta ry  adequacy of the hom em akers. W here sign ifican t d ifferences existed, 
families who had home gardens tended to have more adequate diets than fam ilies who did not have 
home gardens (Seiders, Carter, and Dotson, 1972). Plovanich (1970) and Williams (1970) found that 
during peak garden months, there was an increase in the consumption of fruits and vegetables. 
Walker (1970) found a significant relationship between better diets and having a home garden.
Volunteer Leaders
Sanders (1972) found that people would be more likely to participate as volunteer leaders or
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helpers if requested by a known person. Volunteer leaders helped the aides conduct meetings, 
helped p repare  the food dish, helped provide transporta tion  for the children, and offered their 
homes for meetings. Gross (1972) found that if volunteer leaders received adequate training to help 
them  perform  their tasks and were reim bursed for their expenses, they were more likely to serve. 
G ross identified  the church as the organization in which m ost people from  low-income areas 
p artic ip a ted . He fe lt tha t the church could be effectively  used for im plem enting program s 
designed for low-income people.
Speelm an (n. d.) conducted a study concerning volunteers who m ade the m ost effective 
teachers. She found that all volunteers were successful in teaching nutrition knowledge to youth 
using the E F N E P  lesson series. She also found th a t neither age nor the educational level of 
volunteer leaders m ade any difference in their effectiveness. Both younger and older volunteer 
leaders and those with m ore or less education increased nutritional knowledge of EFN E P youth.
Type of P rogram  Delivery
As part of the educational program , nutrition aides m et with their homemakers a t least once 
each month. The number of aide visits to homemakers influenced their food consumption patterns. 
H om em akers, who received three visits each month from  program  personnel, increased their 
consumption of foods in the milk and fruit and vegetable food groups of the daily food guide more 
than hom em akers who received few er visits (Feaster, 1972). Nolan and Gross (1972) found that 
food buying and nutrition knowledge increased with an individual visit of program  workers every 
other week or with group visits on a monthly basis.
N utrition aides worked with E F N E P  hom em akers e ither in sm all group m eetings in the 
hom em akers’ homes, in individual home visits or utilized both approaches. P lovanich (1970) 
reported that more than half of the homemakers surveyed indicated a desire to m eet in sm all groups 
w ith th e ir  neighbors in o rder for m ore hom em akers to  be reached. B arrick  (1979) found no 
sign ifican t d iffe rence betw een p rogress of E F N E P  hom em akers who w ere taugh t in a group
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m eeting as opposed to those taught individually, o r by a com bination of both m ethods. She 
suggested that the three types be used. Mortvedt (1974) indicated that a substantial proportion of 
low-income E FN E P hom em akers desired some kind of group activity, especially ru ra l women, 
metropolitan black women, and women with few years of schooling. Davie et al. (1973) reported 
that group contacts were more conductive to improved dietary intake than were either individual or 
a combination of group and individual contacts. Brown and Pestle (1981) found that EFN EP was 
more effective when conducted on a one-to-one basis than by a group method.
Teaching Methods
Expanded Food and Nutrition Education Program  participants perceived radio, television, 
newspapers, and nutrition aides as sources of nutrition information. Newsletters were an effective 
medium for teaching low-income hom em akers nutrition principles. Use of new sletters proved 
valuable by providing directed learning experiences and involving participants at their individual 
ra te  of learning. Low-income homemakers learned new ideas from newsletters and these ideas 
proved econom ical in buying food. The level of form al education of low-income hom em akers 
was a fac to r in the am ount of learning acquired of nu trition  principles through new sletters. 
Hom em akers with a higher level of education w ere m otivated to action m ore readily  through 
reading newsletters (Efionayi, 1970).
Roy (1973) found th a t v isits  of n u tritio n  aides could be streng thened  with follow-up 
newsletters. Groves (1973) reported that newsletters were effective in getting clients’ attention; 
however, they had no im pact on adoption of new nutritional behaviors.
T ren t, K inlaw , and P intozzi (1977) conducted a study to de term ine  w hether nu trition  
knowledge and p rac tice  of selected  low-income hom em akers could be changed significantly  
through direct mailings of leaflets, circular letters, and cartoon booklets to their homes. There was 
a sign ificant change in knowledge w ith all th ree  types of lite ra tu re . The g rea tes t am ount of 
know ledge change occurred  w ith the lea fle t, and the c irc u la r  le tte r  was a close second in
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effectiveness. All of these methods were effective to some extent in affecting changes in behavior 
patterns.
Dietary Recall
A 24-hour d ie ta ry  reca ll and checking the daily  food guide w ere the basis upon which 
h o m em ak ers’ d iets w ere eva lua ted . B ow ering e t a l. (1977) found th a t this approach  gave 
essentially the sam e conclusions as a nutrient approach in analyzing diets.
Summary
The following item s summarized the research conducted in term s of the sections reviewed:
1. Adult learners had certain  characteristics. They differed in their desire to learn and in the 
reasons why they wanted to learn. Adults learned quicker and retained the knowledge 
longer by selecting and designing their learning experiences and through the application of 
certain  principles of learning.
2. Disadvantaged adults had certain  sociological and psychological characteristics. Many 
disadvantaged  adu lts w ere pessim istic, suspicious, d istrustfu l, and insecure. Many 
lacked self-esteem and self-confidence.
3. The diffusion process explained how m em bers of a social system adopted innovations.
4. Nutrition aides were effective in helping disadvantaged families improve their diets.
5. Aide training needed to include certain topics and methods such as nutrition, how to teach 
and motivate homemakers, and how to recru it families.
6. Characteristics of program  homemakers and their effects on diets were identified.
7. The effect of food stam p participation on quality of diets was studied.
8. Maintenance of good diets varied afte r families graduated from the program.
9. Most hom em akers m ade th e ir g rea tes t im provem ent in d iets a f te r  p artic ip a tin g  in 
EFN E P for a year or less.
10. Fam ilies who had home gardens had better diets.
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11. Volunteer leaders w ere m ore willing to partic ipate in E FN E P if they were asked by a 
known person and received adequate training.
12. Both individual home visits and sm all group meetings were successful methods of working
with disadvantaged families.
13. New sletters, leaflets, and c ircu lar le tters  were effective tools for teaching low-income 
homemakers nutrition principles.
14. The 24-hour dietary recall was an effective evaluation tool for analyzing diets.
CHAPTER III 
PROCEDURES OF THE STUDY
This ch ap te r is included in this study in o rd e r to  provide an explanation of the research  
procedures and to explain the instrum ent used to make this study. It includes a description of how 
the nutrition aides and homemakers were selected and a description of the food behavior checklist. 
S tatistical procedures used in the study are included, and delimitations of the study are given.
Selection of Nutrition Aides 
A stratified sam ple of five nutrition aides was selected from the total number of aides in East 
Baton Rouge Parish. The m ain criterion for selection was teaching ability. The five nutrition 
aides selected ranged from  limited ability to teach to exceptional ability to teach.
Selection of Homemakers 
Each nutrition aide works with approxim ately 35 homemakers. From  each nutrition aide’s 
list of homemakers enrolled in EFN EP in 1982,16 homemakers were selected randomly. A total of 
80 E F N E P  hom em akers from  E as t Baton Rouge P a rish  was included in the sam ple. The 
homemakers had to have participated in E FN E P for a minimum of six months.
Use of a Validated Food Behavior Checklist 
for the Survey Instrum ent to Collect 
P retest and Posttest Information
A food behavior checklist is obtained on each hom em aker by the nutrition aide when the 
hom em aker enrolls in the program . The food behavior checklist is repeated  every six months 
thereafter for a m aximum of two years, the longest tim e a hom em aker is perm itted to participate in 
E FN E P (Appendix A).
The food behavior checklist was the instrum ent used for the study. The pretest was the food 
behavior checklist the nu trition  aide com pleted when each hom em aker f irs t enrolled in the
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program . The p osttest used was the food behavior checklist the re sea rch e r com pleted  on the 
homemaker a t the tim e of the study.
The food behavior checklist represented a concerted team  effort, involving the Extension 
Service, USDA; seven State Cooperative Extension Services; and Synectics Corporation. The seven 
states that partic ipated  in the study included Connecticut, Georgia, M aryland, Michigan, North 
Dakota, Ohio, and Oregon. State Leaders of Home Economics, Nutrition Specialists, E FN E P Unit 
Supervisors, and N utrition  Aides of these seven s ta te s  w ere involved in the developm ent and 
validation of the food behavior checklist.
P r io r  to the developm ent of the food behav io r check list, the p ro g ram  did not have a 
system atic  way of collecting and analyzing inform ation about its effects on nutrition-related  
behavior and of using the resu lts  to  guide the allocation  of its resources. The food behavior 
checklist was designed in relation to the food re la ted  objectives of the program . The checklist 
included those behavioral objectives p rerequ isite  to consum ption of a nu tritiona l diet. The 
checklist was designed to organize what the aide did and did not know about the homemaker and 
whether or not the homemaker practiced the behavior. The food behaviors were those within the 
scope of EFNEP.
Food and nutrition education concern m any behaviors o ther than food consumption. A 
hom em aker can only feed herself and her fam ily those foods tha t a re  available. Thus, a m ajor 
concern of E F N E P  is that the hom em aker acquire nutritious foods. If the homemaker acquires the 
ap p ro p ria te  foods, the fam ily  can be m alnourished if the food is not p rep ared  in ways which 
p rese rv e  the  n u tritiv e  value, is spoiled fo r lack of hygienic handling and p ro p er m ethods of 
preservation, or is not portioned within the fam ily in accordance with the needs of individual family 
m em bers. Thus, these instructional com ponents w ere categorized into the following a reas  of 
E F N E P  instruction: nutrition knowledge and food consumption, food and m eal planning, food 
purchase, food storage and sanitation, food preparation, and food preservation. For each category, 
behavioral statem ents were prepared to describe the specific behaviors E FN E P strives to effect
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through education. These behavioral statem ents were developed and refined during a series of 
workshops and discussions with the Extension Service nutrition specialists in the seven states; the 
Deputy Assistant Administrator, Home Economics, Extension Service, USDA; and team  members 
from Synectics Corporation.
In the food behav ior checklist, food behaviors w ere  grouped into five ca tegories: (1) 
knowledge of nutrition, (2) food purchase, (3) food storage and sanitation, (4) food and m eal 
planning, and (5) food preparation. The hom em aker responded in term s of NA (not applicable), 
DK (don’t know), yes, and no.
Use of Statistical Procedures
The p a r t of the food behavior checklist th a t was used in this study was the listing of food 
behaviors by the five categories and the DK, yes, or no columns. The NA column was not included in 
the analysis of data. The procedure for scoring that was given on the checklist was not used. Values 
given on the response columns included: DK (3), Yes (2), and No (1).
Both the p re tests  and posttests w ere scored by the researcher. D ata collected from  the 
pretests and posttests were classified into frequency distributions. The scores were tabulated in 
their proper intervals, and the total num ber of tabulation on each interval was written in the column 
headed f (frequency). The sum  of the f column was called N. The mean was calculated by the 
"assumed m ean” method in which a mean was initially assumed. A correction was applied la ter to 
the assumed value of the m ean to obtain the actual mean.
The means, standard deviations, standard erro r of the means, difference between the means, 
correlation between the pre test and posttest scores, s tandard  e rro r of difference, and the t ratio  
were computed for the five sections and the total of the food behavior checklist.
Data were analyzed by the test for correlated groups, utilizing the single group method. The 
findings determ ined  w hether th ere  w ere sign ifican t changes in recom m ended food-nutrition 
related behaviors of homemakers as a result of participating in EFN EP. The null hypotheses were
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accepted or rejected a t the .05 level of confidence.
Delimitations
The population answ ering  the food behav io r check list was lim ited  to 80 hom em akers 
currently  enrolled in E FN E P in E ast Baton Rouge Parish. The hom em akers interviewed were 
prim arily low-income black homemakers. A tremendous amount of fear and m istrust of authority 
figures existed among disadvantaged homemakers. Many low-income hom em akers also had a 
negative reaction to questions. With these factors to consider as well as the time involved in finding 
the hom em akers a t home and in actually  interview ing them, a sam ple size of 80 hom em akers 
seem ed to  approach  the  lim it of the  m anageab le  num ber. The hom em akers w ere se lec ted  
randomly from  those who have been in E FN E P for a t least six months.
E ast Baton Rouge Parish was selected for this study as it represented an urban parish. The 
priority audience in EFN E P was low-income homemakers with young children who reside in urban 
areas. E m phasis was on working with disadvantaged fam ilies in urban a reas  because of the 
concentrated numbers; m ore homemakers could be reached with less expenditure by the nutrition 
aides. Also, since the num bers of low-income fam ilies in urban areas w ere larger than in ru ral 
areas, m ore families were exposed to nutrition information through EFNEP. Urban low-income 
fam ilies w ere much different from  those in ru ra l areas. Sociological research and experience 
through EFN E P efforts had shown that low-income inner-city families were more difficult to work 
with. These were the most difficult to reach and the most resistant to change.
CHAPTER IV 
PRESENTATION AND ANALYSIS OF DATA
The purpose of this chap ter was to present and analyze data that w ere obtained from  the 
adm in istra tion  of the food behavior checklists to the 80 E F N E P  hom em akers who had been 
randomly selected by the sample. The food behavior checklists were taken when the homemakers 
enrolled in the program , the pretest, and again a t the tim e of the study, the posttest. The checklist 
w as validated  by a panel of ex p erts  from  Extension Service, USDA; seven S ta te  C ooperative 
Extension Services, and Synectics Corporation. The checklist was field tested in the seven states.
The length of tim e of program  participation by hom em akers in this study varied from  six 
months to two years. The pretest was adm inistered prior to the lessons being offered. After the 
hom em akers w ere enrolled in the program  and were adm inistered the pretest, nutrition lessons 
were taught a t least monthly.
Both the pretests and posttests were scored by the researcher. The frequency distribution of 
the pretest and posttest scores for the homemakers was presented in Tables 1-6.
The means, standard deviations, standard erro r of the means, difference between the means, 
correlation between the pretest and posttest, standard erro r of difference, and the t ra tio  were 
com puted for the five sections and the to ta l of the food behavior checklist. The resu lts of the 
computations appeared in Tables 7-12.
In Table 1 data were reported that indicated that 24 of the 80 homemakers had a pretest score 
of 6.0-6.4 for the know ledge of n u tritio n  ca teg o ry  of the food behavior checklist. S ixteen 
hom em akers m ade the second highest score of 8.0-8.4. The lowest interval was 5.0-5.4, and the 
highest interval was 11.0-11.4.
In Table 1 data were reported that indicated that 19 of the 80 homemakers had a posttest score 
of 8.0-8.4 fo r the know ledge of n u tritio n  ca teg o ry  of the  food behavior checklist. Sixteen
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homemakers m ade the second highest score of 10.0-10.4. The lowest interval was 5.0-5.4, and the 
highest interval was 10.0-10.4.
Table 1
Frequency Distribution of Homemakers’ Scores 
Food Behavior Checklist 
Knowledge of Nutrition 
P retest Posttest




10.0-10.4 11 10.0-10.4 16
9.5- 9.9 — 9.5- 9.9 —
9.0- 9.4 6 9.0- 9.4 10
8.5- 8.9 — 8.5- 8.9 —
8.0- 8.4 16 8.0- 8.4 19
7.5- 7.9 — 7.5- 7.9 —
7.0- 7.4 15 7.0- 7.4 8
6.5- 6.9 — 6.5- 6.9 —
6.0- 6.4 24 6.0- 6.4 15
5.5- 5.9 — 5.5- 5.9 —
5.0- 5.4 7
N=80 






D ata reported in Table 2 indicated that 20 of the 80 homemakers had a p re test score of 10.6-
11.1 for the food purchase category of the food behavior checklist. Thirteen homemakers m ade the 
second highest score of 10.0-10.5. The lowest interval was 7.0-7.5, and the highest interval was 16.0- 
16.5.
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Data presented in Table 2 revealed that 19 of the 80 homemakers had a posttest score of 12.0- 
12.4 for the food purchase category of the food behavior checklist. Eighteen homemakers made the 
second highest score of 10.0-10.4. The lowest interval was 7.0-7.4, and the highest interval was 14.0- 
14.4.
Table 2
Frequency Distribution of Homemakers’ Scores 
Food Behavior Checklist 
Food Purchase 
P retest Posttest
Intervals f Intervals f
16.0-16.5 1
15.4-15.9 — 14.0-14.4 6
14.8-15.3 3 13.5-13.9 —
14.2-14.7 — 13.0-13.4 8
13.6-14.1 9 12.5-12.9 —
13.0-13.5 6 12.0-12.4 19
12.4-12.9 — 11.5-11.9 —
11.8-12.3 9 11.0-11.4 16
11.2-11.7 — 10.5-10.9 —
10.6-11.1 20 10.0-10.4 18
10.0-10.5 13 9.5- 9.9 —
9.4- 9.9 — 9.0- 9.4 10
8.8- 9.3 10 8.5- 8.9 —
8.2- 8.7 — 8.0- 8.4 1










Data reported in Table 3 revealed that 19 of the 80 homemakers had a pretest score of 9.0-9.9 
for the food storage and sanitation category of the food behavior checklist. Fifteen homemakers 
m ade the second highest score of 10.0-10.9. The lowest interval was 6.0-6.9, and the highest interval 
was 18.0-18.9.
In Table 3 data were reported that indicate that 34 of the 80 homemakers had a posttest score 
of 12.0-12.9 for the food storage and sanitation category of the food behavior checklist. Twenty- 
nine hom em akers m ade the second highest score of 11.0-11.9. The lowest interval was 6.0-6.9, and 
the highest interval was 16.0-16.9.
Table 3
Frequency Distribution of Hom em akers’ Scores 
Food Storage and Sanitation 
Food Behavior Checklist 
P retest Posttest




16.0-16.9 — 16.0-16.9 1
15.0-15.9 2 15.0-15.9 1
14.0-14.9 2 14.0-14.9 —
13.0-13.9 1 13.0-13.9 —
12.0-12.9 12 12.0-12.9 34
11.0-11.9 11 11.0-11.9 29
10.0-10.9 15 10.0-10.9 3
9.0- 9.9 19 9.0- 9.9 7
8.0- 8.9 11 8.0- 8.9 1










Data in Table 4 revealed that 17 of the 80 homemakers had a pretest score of 12.0-12.9 for the 
food and m eal planning category of the food behavior checklist. Sixteen homemakers m ade the 
second highest score of 11.0-11.9. The lowest interval was 9.0-9.9, and the highest interval was 20.0- 
20.9.
Data in Table 4 indicated that 17 of the 80 homemakers had a pretest score of 14.0-14.9, and 17 
hom em akers had one of 15.0-15.9 for the food and m eal planning category of the food behavior 
checklist. Twelve homemakers m ade the second highest score of 17.0-17.9, and 12 made a score of 
18.0-18.9. The lowest interval was 9.0-9.9, and the highest interval was 18.0-18.9.
Table 4
Frequency Distribution of Homemakers’ Scores 
Food and Meal Planning 
Food Behavior Checklist 
P re test Posttest
Intervals f Intervals f
20.0-20.9 1
19.0-19.9 2
18.0-18.9 2 18.0-18.9 12
17.0-17.9 4 17.0-17.9 12
16.0-16.9 3 16.0-16.9 8
15.0-15.9 7 15.0-15.9 17
14.0-14.9 4 14.0-14.9 17
13.0-13.9 14 13.0-13.9 10
12.0-12.9 17 12.0-12.9 2
11.0-11.9 16 11.0-11.9 1
10.0-10.9 4 10.0-10.9 —








In Table 3 data were reported that indicated that 13 of the 80 homemakers had a pretest score 
of 11.0-11.9 for the food preparation category of the food behavior checklist. Twelve homemakers 
made the second highest score of 13.0-13.9, and 12 made a score of 10.0-10.9, The lowest interval 
was 8.0-8.9, and the highest one was 22.0-22.9.
Data in Table 5 revealed that 21 of the 80 homemakers had a posttest score of 16.0-16.4 for the 
food preparation category of the food behavior checklist. Sixteen homemakers made the second 
highest score of 15.0-15.4. The lowest interval was 10.0-10.4, and the highest one was 16.0-16.4.
Table 5
Frequency Distribution of Homemakers’ Scores 
Food Behavior Checklist 
Food Preparation 
P retest Posttest




20.0-20.9 2 16.0-16.4 21
19.0-19.9 — 15.5*15.9 —
18.0-18.9 3 15.0-15.4 16
17.0-17.9 — 14.5-14.9 —
16.0-16.9 1 14.0-14.4 13
15.0-15.9 5 13.5-13.9 —
14.0-14.9 5 13.0-13.4 9
13.0-13.9 12 12.5-12.9 —
12.0-12.9 11 12.0-12.4 13
11.0-11.9 13 11.5-11.9 —
10.0-10.9 12 11.0-11.4 6










In Table 6 data were reported that indicated that 15 of the 80 homemakers had a pretest score 
of 48-49 for the to tal food behavior scores of the food behavior checklist. Eleven hom em akers 
m ade the second highest score of 56-57. The lowest interval was 42-43, and the highest one was 68- 
69.
Data in Table 6 revealed th a t 12 of the 80 homemakers had a posttest score of 54-55 for the 
to tal food behavior score of the food behavior checklist. Eleven hom em akers m ade the second 
highest score of 58-59. The lowest interval was 48-49, and the highest interval was 68-69.
Table 6
Frequency Distribution of Homemakers’ Scores 
Total Food Behavior Scores 
Food Behavior Checklist 
P retest Posttest




62-63 3 68-69 4
60-61 3 66-67 6
58-59 2 64-65 9
56-57 11 62-63 7
54-55 8 60-61 9
52-53 6 58-59 11
50-51 8 56-57 9
48-49 15 54-55 12
46-47 9 52-53 8
44-45 7 50-51 3








Data in Table 7 revealed that the mean pretest score for knowledge of nutrition was 7.54 while 
the m ean posttest score was 7.8. The standard deviation of the pretest was 1.573 while the standard 
deviation of the posttest was 1.72. The standard erro r of the mean of the pretest was .176, and the 
standard erro r of the m ean of the posttest was .192. The difference between the means was .26. The 
correlation between the pretest and posttest was -.1099. The standard erro r of difference was .814. 
The t ra tio  was .32. The data  w ere analyzed by the tes t for correlated groups, the single group 
method. The t ra tio  of .32 was not significant a t the .05 level of confidence with 79 degrees of 
freedom. Therefore, the null hypothesis was accepted. These results indicated that there have not 
been significant changes in E F N E P  hom em akers in E ast Baton Rouge Parish in recommended 
knowledge of nutrition behaviors as a result of participating in EFNEP.
Table 7
Summary of Statistical Data of Homemakers’ Scores 
Food Behavior Checklist 
Knowledge of Nutrition
Categories Initial Test Final Test
Initial and 
Final Tests
Number of Homemakers 80 80
Mean Score 7.54 7.8
Standard Deviation 1.573 1.72
Standard E rro r of Means .176 .192
Difference between Means .26
Correlation between Initial 
and F inal Tests -.1099
Standard E rro r of Difference .814
t Ratio .32
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Data in Table 8 revealed that the m ean pretest score for food purchase was 11.86 while the 
m ean posttest score was 11.28. The standard deviation of the pretest was 2.052 while the standard 
deviation of the posttest was 1.596. The standard erro r of the mean of the pretest was .2295, and the 
standard erro r of the mean of the posttest was .1785. The difference between the means was .61. 
The correlation between the pretest and posttest was .0642. The standard erro r of difference was 
.5797. The t ratio  was 1.05. The data were analyzed by the test for correlated groups, the single 
group method. The t value of 1.05 was not significant a t the .05 level of confidence with 79 degrees 
of freedom. Therefore, the null hypothesis was accepted. These results indicated that there have 
not been significant changes in E FN EP homemakers in E ast Baton Rouge Parish in recommended 
food purchase behaviors as a result of participating in EFNEP.
Table 8
Summary of Statistical Data of Homemakers’ Scores 
Food Behavior Checklist 
Food Purchase
Categories Initial Test Final Test
Initial and 
Final Tests
Number of Homemakers 80 80
Mean Score 11.86 11.25
Standard Deviation 2.052 1.596
Standard E rro r of Means .2295 .1785
Difference between Means .61
Correlation between Initial 
and F inal Tests .0642
Standard E rro r of Difference .5797
t Ratio 1.05
37
Data in Table 9 indicated that the mean pretest score for food storage and sanitation was 10.48 
while the m ean posttest score was 11.51. The standard  deviation of the p re test was 2.09. The 
standard  deviation of the posttest was 1.567. The standard  erro r of the m ean of the pretest was 
.234, and the standard erro r of the m ean of the posttest was .1753. The difference between the 
m eans was 1.03. The correlation between the pretest and posttest was .0491. The standard error of 
difference was .486. The t ra tio  was 2.119. The data  w ere analyzed by the tes t for correlated  
groups, the single group method. The t ratio of 2.119 was significant a t the .05 level of confidence 
w ith 79 degrees of freedom . T herefore, the null hypothesis was not accepted. These resu lts  
indicated that there have been significant changes in EFN EP homemakers in E ast Baton Rouge 
P arish  in recom m ended food sto rage and san ita tion  behaviors as a resu lt of partic ipa ting  in 
EFN EP.
Table 9
Summary of Statistical Data of Hom em akers’ Scores 
Food Storage and Sanitation 
Food Behavior Checklist
Categories Initial Test Final Test
Initial and 
Final Tests
Number of Homemakers 80 80
Mean Score 10.48 11.51
Standard Deviation 2.09 1.567
Standard E rro r of Means .234 .1753
Difference between Means 1.03
Correlation between Initial 
and Final Tests .0491
Standard E rro r of Difference .486
t Ratio 2.119 *
* Significant a t .05 level
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Data in Table 10 revealed that the m ean pretest score for food and m eal planning was 13.39 
while the m ean posttest score was 15.64. The standard deviation of the pretest was 2.52, and the 
standard  deviation of the posttest was 1.89. The standard  erro r of the m ean of the pretest was 
.2819, and the standard  e rro r of the m ean of the posttest was .2114. The difference between the 
m eans was 2.25. The correlation between the pretest and posttest was .3405. The standard erro r of 
difference was 1.766. The t  ra tio  was 1.27. The da ta  w ere analyzed by the tes t for corre la ted  
groups, the  sing le group m ethod. The t value of 1.27 w as not s ign ifican t a t the .05 level of 
confidence with 79 degrees of freedom . Therefore, the null hypothesis was accepted. These 
results indicated that there have not been significant changes in E FN E P homemakers in E ast Baton 
Rouge Parish  in recom m ended food and m eal planning behaviors as a  result of participating in 
EFNEP.
Table 10
Summary of Statistical Data of Hom em akers’ Scores 
Food and Meat Planning 
Food Behavior Checklist
Categories Initial Test Final Test
Initial and 
Final Tests
Number of Homemakers 80 80
Mean Score 13.39 15.64
Standard Deviation 2.52 1.89
Standard E rro r of Means .2819 .2114
Difference between Means 2.25
Correlation between Initial 
and F inal Tests +.3405
Standard E rro r of Difference 1.766
t  Ratio 1.27
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Data in Table 11 revealed that the mean pretest score tor food preparation was 12.39 while the 
mean posttest score was 14.16. The standard deviation of the pretest was 2.92 while the standard 
deviation of the posttest was 1.76. The standard erro r of the mean of the pretest was .327, and the 
standard erro r of the mean of the posttest was .197. The difference between the means was 1.77. 
The correlation between the pretest and posttest was .0697. The standard erro r of difference was 
.75. The t ratio  was 2.36. The data were analyzed by the test for correlated groups, the single group 
method. The t ratio  of 2.36 was significant a t the .05 level of confidence with 79 degrees of freedom. 
Therefore, the null hypothesis was not accepted. These resu lts indicated tha t there have been 
significant changes in E F N E P  hom em akers in E ast Baton Rouge Parish in recom m ended food 
preparation behaviors as a result of participating in EFNEP.
Table 11
Summary of S tatistical D ata of Homemakers’ Scores 
Food Behavior Checklist 
Food Preparation
Categories Initial Test Final Test
Initial and 
Final Tests
Number of Homemakers 80 80
Mean Score 12.39 14.16
Standard Deviation 2.92 1.76
Standard E rro r of Means .327 .197
Difference between Means 1.77
Correlation between Initial 
and Final Tests .0697
Standard E rro r of Difference .75
t  Ratio 2.36 *
* Significant a t .05 level
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Data in Table 12 indicated that the mean pretest score for the total food behavior scores was 
52.5 while the mean posttest score was 58.88. The standard deviation of the pretest was 6.22 while 
the standard deviation of the posttest was 5.19. The standard error of the mean of the pretest was 
.70, and the standard error of the mean of the posttest was .58. The difference between the means 
was 6.38. The correlation  between the pre test and posttest was .0738. The standard  e rro r of 
difference was 1.984. The t ratio  was 3.216. The data were analyzed by the test for correlated 
groups, the single group method. The t ratio  of 3.216 was significant at the .05 level of confidence 
with 79 degrees of freedom . Therefore, the null hypothesis was not accepted. These results 
indicated that there have been significant changes in EFN EP homemakers in E ast Baton Rouge 
Parish in the total food behavior scores as a result of participating in EFNEP.
Table 12
Summary of Statistical Data of Homemakers’ Scores 
Total Food Behavior Checklist 
Food Behavior Checklist
Categories Initial Test Final Test
Initial and 
Final Tests
Number of Homemakers 80 80
Mean Score 52.5 58.88
Standard Deviation 6.22 5.19
Standard E rro r of Means .70 .58
Difference between Means 6.38
Correlation between Initial 
and Final Tests .0738
Standard E rro r of Difference 1.984
t Ratio 3.216 *
* Significant a t .05 level
CHAPTER V
SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, IMPLICATIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS
The purpose of this study was to determ ine behavioral changes in EFN EP participants in East 
Baton Rouge Parish in the following categories: (1) knowledge of nutrition, (2) food purchase, (3) 
food storage and sanitation, (4) food and meal planning, (5) food preparation, and (6) all of the food- 
nutritional behaviors as a whole. This chap ter included a sum m ary of the study, conclusions, 
implications, and recommendations.
Summary
The statem ent of the hypothesis was: there were no significant differences in food-nutrition 
behavioral changes of hom em akers in E ast Baton Rouge Parish who had participated in EFNEP, 
The null hypothesis was accepted or rejected a t the .05 level. The study answered the following 
questions:
1. H ave th ere  been sign ifican t changes in hom em akers in recom m ended knowledge of 
nutrition behaviors as a result of participating in EFN EP?
2. Have there been significant changes in hom em akers in recom m ended food purchase 
behaviors as a result of participating in EFNEP?
3. Have there been significant changes in hom em akers in recommended food storage and 
sanitation behaviors as a result of participating in EFN EP?
4. Have there been significant changes in hom em akers in recom m ended food and m eal 
planning behaviors as a result of participating in EFN EP?
5. Have there been significant changes in hom em akers in recom m ended food preparation 
behaviors as a result of participating in EFN EP?
6. Have there been significant food-nutritional behavioral changes in homemakers as a whole
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as a result of participating in EFNEP?
The test for correlated groups, the single group method was the experim ental design that was 
used to investigate the questions. The sam e food behavior checklist was adm inistered to the same 
group upon two occasions.
The subjects of the study were 80 EFN EP homemakers from E ast Baton Rouge Parish who 
were randomly sampled from a stratified sam ple of five nutrition aides. The homemakers varied 
in the length of tim e they participated in EFN EP. The homemakers participated in the program  
for a minimum of six months and a m axim um  of two years. The nutrition aide worked with the 
hom em aker in the hom em aker’s own home either on a one-to-one basis or in a very sm all group 
m eeting of about two-to-six homemakers. The aide taught a nutrition lesson to each hom em aker at 
least once a month.
The nutrition aides received intensive training when firs t employed. In addition, aides 
received  m onthly tra in ing  th a t w as conducted by an Extension home econom ist. D uring the 
m onthly  aide tra in in g  m eetings, the aides w ere tau g h t the n u tritio n  lesson to be taugh t the 
homemakers for that month.
One instrum ent was used in the study. The Food Behavior Checklist was developed and 
validated by Extension Service, USDA; seven State Cooperative Extension Services; and Synectics 
Corporation. The pretest was the food behavior checklist the nutrition aide completed when each 
hom em aker firs t enrolled in the program . The posttest was the food behavior checklist the 
researcher completed on the homemaker a t the time of the study. The food behavior checklist was 
grouped into five categories: (1) knowledge of nutrition, (2) food purchase, (3) food storage and 
sanitation, (4) food and m eal planning, and (5) food preparation . Thirty-five questions were 
included in the checklist. Responses were recorded in one of the four columns: NA, DK, yes, and 
no. The NA column was not included in the analysis of data. Values given on the response columns 
included: DK (3), Yes (2) and No (1). The scores from  the p re te sts  and posttests of the Food 
Behavior Checklist provided the data used in this study.
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The data  w ere analyzed by the tes t for co rre la ted  groups, the single group method. The 
findings determ ined  w hether th ere  w ere sign ificant changes in recom m ended food-nutrition 
related behaviors of hom em akers as a result of participating in EFN EP. The null hypotheses were 
accepted or rejected a t the .05 level of confidence.
Conclusions
On the basis of the findings from this study, the first, second, and fourth null hypotheses were 
accepted and the third, fifth, and sixth were rejected.
Null hypothesis one sta ted  th a t th ere  w ere no sign ifican t d ifferences in recom m ended 
knowledge of nutrition  behaviors in hom em akers as a resu lt of partic ipating  in E FN E P. Null 
hypothesis one was accepted since the t  ra tio  was not significant a t the .05 level of confidence. 
Therefore, it was concluded that there were no significant changes in homemakers in recommended 
knowledge of nutrition behaviors as a result of participating in EFN EP.
Null hypothesis two stated  that there were no significant differences in recommended food 
purchase behaviors in homemakers as a resu lt of participating in EFN EP. Null hypothesis two was 
accepted since the t ra tio  was not significant a t  the .05 level of confidence. Therefore, it was 
concluded that there were no significant changes in homemakers in recommended food purchase 
behaviors as a result of participating in EFNEP.
Null hypothesis three stated that there were no significant differences in recommended food 
storage and san itation  behaviors in hom em akers as a resu lt of partic ipating  in EFN E P. Null 
hypothesis th ree  was re jec ted  since the t ra tio  was sign ifican t a t  the .05 level of confidence. 
Therefore, it was concluded that there were significant changes in homemakers in recommended 
food storage and sanitation behaviors as a result of participating in EFNEP.
Null hypothesis four stated  that there were no significant differences in recommended food 
and m eal p lanning behaviors of hom em akers as a re su lt  of p a rtic ip a tin g  in E F N E P . Null 
hypothesis four was accepted since the t  ra tio  was not significant a t the .05 level of confidence.
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Therefore, it was concluded that there were no significant changes in homemakers in recommended 
food and m eal planning behaviors as a result of participating in EFN EP.
Null hypothesis five stated  that there were no significant differences in recommended food 
preparation behaviors of hom em akers as a result of participating in EFN EP. Null hypothesis five 
was re jec ted  since the t ra tio  w as sign ifican t a t  the .05 level of confidence. T herefore, it was 
concluded that there were significant changes in homemakers in recommended food preparation 
behaviors as a result of participating in EFN EP.
Null hypothesis six stated that there were no significant differences in recommended food- 
nutritional behavioral changes in homemakers as a whole as a result of participating in EFNEP. 
Null hypothesis six was re jected  since the t ra tio  was significant a t  the .05 level of confidence. 
Therefore, it was concluded th a t there w ere significant food-nutritional behavioral changes in 
hom em akers as a whole as a result of participating in EFN EP.
Implications
The findings from this study provided several implications for educators:
1. Low-income homemakers m ade behavioral changes as a result of participating in EFNEP.
2. Nutrition aides were effective in working with low-income families.
3. Aide-training was effective in preparing the nutrition aides to work with their families.
4. Both individual home visits and sm all group meetings were effective methods of working 
with low-income families.
5. B ehavioral changes w ere m ade by both the hom em akers who had partic ipa ted  in the 
program  for six months as well as the ones who had participated for two years.
6. More research is needed to be conducted in the areas of motivation of EFN EP participants 
and the evaluation of teaching m aterials for homemakers.
7. The re la tio n sh ip  of E F N E P  to o th er E xtension  p ro g ram s needed to be review ed to 
determ ine ways hom em akers could be assisted in solving non-food problems, as well as
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finding effective methods of guiding families no longer enrolled in the program  to other 
Extension activities centering around m aintaining a standard quality diet.
Recommendations
The recommendations based on the findings of this study were grouped into three categories: 
(1) nutrition aides, (2) homemakers, and (3) others.
Nutrition Aides
The following recommendations apply to nutrition aides:
1. Receive more training in nutrition.
2. Teach m ore nutrition principles to homemakers.
3. Emphasize one nutrition concept for g reater im pact and understanding.
4. Use m ore visual aids.
5. Teach more on serving sizes of food in each food group.
6. Teach m ore about the nutrients.
7. Emphasize the m ajor nutrients the food dish provides when giving a show-and-tell.
8. Provide m ore learning experiences concerning nutrients and their food sources.
9. Help homemakers acquire the practices of making a grocery shopping list and writing a 
menu as first im portant steps toward good nutrition.
10. Take hom em akers on field trips to the grocery store and use sim ulations to teach them
m ore about purchasing of food.
11. Spend some tim e in each lesson on food and m eal planning.
12. Continue to use the  show -and-tell m ethod of teach ing  and encourage expression  of 
personal good buying practices as reinforcement.
13. Teach m ore lessons on methods of cooking vegetables and methods of preparing dairy
products or food dishes using dairy foods.
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14. P rovide m ore inform ation when giving the show -and-tell concerning nutrition , food 
purchase, and food and m eal planning.
15. Give a newsletter to the homemakers. It should include information concerning the five
categories of the food behavior checklist.
16. Modify teaching m aterials to concentrate m ore on behaviors not being practiced.
Homemakers
The following recommendations apply to homemakers:
1. Begin each lesson by naming the four basic food groups and telling how many servings 
from  each food group is appropriate for her fam ily’s needs. From  a collection of food 
models, select two foods from each food group.
2. Name the m ajor nutrients a person gets from the food dish taught in the lesson.
3. Learn how to budget their money.
4. Learn how to com pare cost per serving.
5. Use nonfat dry milk to cut food costs.
6. Receive more information from  other Extension personnel concerning proper control of 
insects and rodents in the kitchen.
7. Use food models and plan a m eal based around the food dish as a sum m ary of each lesson.
8. Tell what nutrients the food provides and why the nutrients are needed in the body.
Others
The following apply to other recommendations:
1. Provide the federal extension office with a copy of this documentation.
2. Request the federal extension office to assist the states in strengthening the food behaviors 
not being practiced by developing additional teaching m aterial, visual aids, and providing 
other assistance.
Develop additional teaching m aterial on the state level concerning the food behaviors not 
being practiced.
Conduct aide-training workshops to strengthen the food behaviors not being practiced.
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APPENDIX A FOOD BEHAVIOR CHECKLIST
O A T K O F  E N R O L L M E N T
F O O D  B E H A V IO R  C H E C K L IST
IN ST R U C T IO N S
1. For each  q u e stio n  p u t a check  (V) in th e  a p p ro p ria te  b lock  ind ica ting  H om em aker 's  behav io r.
2. C o u n t th e  n u m b er o f checks  { / )  in each  co lum n  (N A , DK, Y ES, NO) and  en te r  to ta ls  be low .
3. A dd th e  " Y E S "  scores to  th e  "N O ”  scores and  e n te r  th e  sum  on  th e  a p p ro p ria te  line.
4. R efer to  SEA F o rm  173 (SCO R IN G  T A B LE ) and  e n te r  the  scores on  th e  b o tto m  line o f  th is  fo rm .
5 . C opy  th e  d a te s  and  scores o n to  th e  b o tto m  tw o  lines o f  the  FO O D  AND N U T R IT IO N  P R O G R E SSIO N  R E C O R D  
(SEA F o rm  2 71 ) u n d er th e  a p p ro p ria te  m o n th s  in p rogram  tim e.
N A  = N o t ap p licab le  DK = D o n 't  know
Y ES “  H o m em aker does  th is  NO  “  H o m em aker d o e sn 't  d o  th is
D A T E
F IR S T
D A T E
SECOND
D A T E
T H IR D
O A T E
FO U R T H
D A T E
FIFT H
KNOW LEDGE O F N U TR IT IO N NA DK YES NO NA DK YES NO NA DK YES NO NA DK YES NO NA DK YES NO
1* Can nam e the num ber o f servings from each food group appropriate  for his/her needs and those of 
each family m em ber. {For exam ple, adults need 2 servings of m ilk; children need 3*4 servings.)
2 . Can nam e tw o foods from  each o f the food groups.
3. Can describe the recom m ended serving size o f a food in each food group. (For exam ple, one slice of 
b read , 8 oz. o f m ilk, 2 - 3  oz. o f m eal, xh  cup cooked vegetables.)
4. Can nam e at least one good source each of V itam in A, Vitamin C, Calcium and Iron.
5. Can nam e at least one exam ple o f a high and low calorie food in each food group.
NOFO O D  PU R CHA SE NA DK YES NO NA DK YES NO NA DK YES NO NA DK YES NO NA DK YES
6. Plans before food shopping in at least tw o  of the following ways: m akes a list; w rites a m enu; 
checks food advertisem ents for store specials; checks supply o f food in the house.
7. Stretches the food dollar using at least tw o of the following: com pares food prices; uses nonfat dr> 
m ilk; uses store brands or plain-tabel products when they arc cheaper; buys day-old bread; buys 
specials; uses free o r reduced price food.
8. Knows how to  obta in  food stam ps and does so when family needs them .
9. Budgets fo o d  m on ey  and /o r food stamps so the family has cnoutfb food  th roughou t p jy  period.
10. Buys food in am ounts to  m eet needs and gets the best buy in term s of unit price and cost per serving.
11. Uses one or m ore free or cheaper sources ol lood such as hom e grown food , wild gam e, fresh tish, 
edible plants and berries or exchanges work for food (barter system ).
i
12. Crow s vegetables for family uic.
;
APPENDIX A (continued)
FO O D  S T O R A G E  A N D  SA N IT A T IO N NA DK YES NO NA DK YES NO NA DK YES NO NA OK YES NO NA DK YES NO
13. Store* perishable food* safety and keeps h o t food h o t and cold food cold.
14. Keeps dishes, utensils, appliances and cabinets d ean .
15. Stores non-perishable foods properly.
16. Disposes o f  garbage prom ptly .
17. Uses recom m ended food preservation m ethods for canning, freezing and drying.
18. Practices proper con tro l m ethods for insects, rodents and pets in the k itchen .
FO O D  A N D  M EA L PL A N N IN G NA DK YES NO NA DK YES NO NA DK YES NO NA DK YES NO NA OK YES NO
19, Schedules meals around activities of fam ily m em bers.
20. Provides fam ily m em bers w ith servings and am ounts as recom m ended by the food guide.
21. Serves a variety o f foods from each food group daily.
22. Serves food each day which are good sources o f iron.
23. Provides nu tritious snacks when needed.
24. Serves whole grain bread and cereals daily.
25. Serves V itam in A and C food to  m eet needs.
26, Watches food intake o f overweight and underw eight family m em bers.




FO O D  PR E P A R A T IO N NA DK YES NO NA DK YES NO NA DK YES NO NA DK YES NO NA DK YES NO
28. Conserves nu lrien t value o f food in three o f the follow ing ways: uses small am ounts of liquid for 
fruit/vcgetable cookery; uses appropriate  cooking tim es and  tem peratu res; retains cooking liquid 
fo r fu tu re uses; avoids rinsing rice and noodle p roducts before and after cooking.
29. Cap follow  recipe. ( O n  measure and m ix according to  d irections and obta in  an acceptable 
finished product.)
30 . M akes an effo rt to  serve nutritional food tha t fam ily enjoys.
31 . Prepares food to  use edible parts and avoid w aste. (For exam p le t rem oves a m inimum of flesh 
w hen peeling; prepares am ount ramily will ea t or plans for and uses leftovers.)
32 . Conserves fuel energy in cooking practices and food handling. (For exam ple, bakes several things 
at once , does n o t le t water run needlessly; efficiently  uses range top burners.)
33 . Practices at feast th ree m ethods of serving/cooking vegetables and fru its , including a low calorie 
m ethod .
34. Practices at least three m e thodso l cooking m eat or m eat substitu tes, including a low caloric m ethod.
35. Practices at least th ree m ethods of serving/preparing dairy p roducts, including a low calorie m ethod.
T O T A L
Y E S + NO
T O f f i
SC O R E
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